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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

Now Delhi, the 19th August. 1987 

0,N. 97.—In pursuance of sub-section (2), of Sectiou 116C 
of the Repre-sentation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), 
the Election Cornmission hereby publishes the Order dated 
23rd July, 1987 of the Supremo Court of India in Civil Ap¬ 
peal No. 3196 of 1985. 

{No, 82/HN-HP/1I85] 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA CIVIL APPEL¬ 
LATE JURISDICTION 

Civil Appeal No. 3196 of 1985 
Meha Singh & .\nt. .,-Appefllanis 

... Respondent 


ORDER 

We have heard learned counsel for the parties. Th: ques¬ 
tion of law laised in this case is concluded by judgment of 
this court in Brij'endra l.ai Gupta & Anr. V. Jwalaprnsad & 
Oi's. 1960(3) S, C. R. 650. Wo do not otherv/isc find any 
merit in this appeal. The appeal is dismissed. No costs in 
this case. 

Sd/- 

(E. S. VBNKATARAMIAH) 
Sd/- 

IK. N. SINGH) 

New Delhi 

Dated 23rd July, 1987. 

=Tf fteft 21 tf^TET, 1987 

"FT. tft, 9 h.~ 1985 >177 PjlfRTT inTw tTWT 2 *7 
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11 fl 51(2) (nr) % tifm itf ftpri^pT wiiEr mTJlTU iwrfiinr 
iFW t I 

[ir'^ 82/17,T. Tr,if,/ 2/85 (rtn.)] 
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wiw, KTurrirr^ 


Dharam Pal Singh 
82301/8 7 .- 1 
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New Delhi, the 21st August,, 1987 


O.N. 98.^—In pursuance of clause (u) of sub-section (2) 
of section lioc of tne Keprcsentation of the people Act, 
1951 (4j of typl) the filecuon comimssjon of India hereoy 
publishes the order dated the 28th July, 1987 of Supreme 
Court of India in Civil Appeal No, 1395 (NCE) of 1986 
arising from the judgment dated the pth Maich, 1986 of the 
High Court of judicature at Ailahabad in Election Petition 
No. 2 of 1985. 

[No. 82/UP-HP/2/85 (Alld)] 
SURAJ PARKASH, Under Secy. 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION 
Civil Appeal (Blection) No. 1395 (NCE) of 1986 
Samar Singli ■ ■ ... Appellant 

Versus ■ 

Kedar Nath alias K. N. Singh & Others .. Respondents 
JUDGMENT 

SINGH, J. 

This appeal under Section 116-A of the Representation ot 
People ACt, 1931 IS directed against tne juugmeni ot the 
■Higa Court ot Auanaoad dated iviaron 6, lyso rejecting the 
appellant's election peinion unaer uraer 7 Kule 1 1 ot the 
Code of Civil procedure. 

Briefly the tacts giving rise to this appeal are that aurmg 
the General Elections nei4 in tne year lv84, me appellant 
tiled nis nommauon paper for contesung election to tne cok 
SaDIia from /y-napur parliamentary constituency. Tne ap¬ 
pellants nomination paper was accepted an* he was allotted 
symnol of ‘'Lion”. The appellant, jvedar Nath alias is,. N. 
Singh.—^Respondent, and 17 other canoidates contested the 
election. The appellant could poll only. 617 votes while 
Eedar Nath—Respondent polled 255828 votes and he was 
declared-elected. The appeallant filed election petition chal¬ 
lenging the Respondent's election on a number of grounds. 
The respondent appeared bbfore the High Court, filed wriaea 
statement and contested the election petition. On 10-12-1985 
issues were franted thereafter the respondent made an appli¬ 
cation for rejecting the election petition under (Drder 7 rule 
11 CPC on the ground that it disclosed no cause of action. 

A learned Single Judge of the High Court after hearing the 
parties at length rejected the election petition on the finding 
that the election petition did not disclose any cause of action. 
The appellant has challenged the correctness of the Hi.gh 
Court order by means of this appeal. 

The appellant who is an advocate appeared in person be¬ 
fore us and arpied his case at length. He made two submis¬ 
sions; firstly, he urged that under the Code of Civil Proce¬ 
dure the High Court had no jurisdiction to entertain any 
application undei Order 7 Rule 11' of CPC after the settle¬ 
ment of issues. Once issues were framed on the plead ngs 
of the parties the Court should have proceeded to record 
evidence and decide the issues on the ba.sis of evidence pro¬ 
duced by the parties and the petition could not be rejected 
at that stage on the ground that it did not disclose any cause 
of action. In the alternative appellant urged that the elec¬ 
tion petition disclosed cause of action which could' not be 
disposed of summarilv without recording evidence. He re¬ 
ferred to the pleadings raised in the election petition to shoV" 
that the petitioner raised a specific ground that the appeal- 
lanl’s nomination paper had been accepted improperly by the 
Returjiing Officer which, rroterially affected the result of 
election of the returned candidate. The second submission 
.raised by the appellant was that the Returning Office! acted 
in violation of the proviso to Section 33(4) of tlie^ Represen- 
fation. of People Act as he failed tc correct entries in the 
appellant’s nomination paper and list of contesting- candida- 
4es with regard to the petitioner’s name, as a result of which, 
result of the election, was materially affected in .so far as 
the returned candidate, is concerned. 

• The question whether the High Court while trying an 
election petition has power to reject an election petition 
summarily under Order 7 Rule 11 of CPC is no longer res 
Integra as this controversy ha.s been set at rest by. this Court 


in AHiar Hus.sain vs. Rajiv Gandhi, I Bhagwaii Prasad vs. 

Kajiv -Gandme and- DhartipaRar Madan Lai Aga'rwal vs. 
Rajiv Gamihi3. In these eases, this Court after detailed con¬ 
sideration held that an eiecijon petition is liable to be re¬ 
jected summarily at the threshold under Order 7 rule 11 
of the Ct'C. However, the appellant contended that once 
written sia'iement was filed and after - the court applied its 
mind to the pleadings, raised by the parties and framed issues, 
it should be presumed that triable issues had been raised in 
the election petition and therefore the Court could not there¬ 
after summarily reject the petition under Order 7 , rule 11 of 
CPC. In substance the argument is that once issues are 
framed the court must proceed with the- trial, record evi¬ 
dence and only thereafter it should deal with the prelimi¬ 
nary objection rai.sed by the returned candidate that the elec¬ 
tion petition does not disclose any cause of action. Similar 
argument was considered and repolled by this Dourt in Azhar 
Hussain case in the following words : 

“In substance, the argument is that the court must pro¬ 
ceed with the trial, record the evidence, and only 
after the trial of the election petition is concluded 
that the powers under the Code of Civil Procedure 
for dealing appropriately with the defective peti¬ 
tion w'hich does not disclose cause of action should ' 
be exercised. With respect to the learned counsel, 
it is an argument which it is difficult to tofflprehend. 
The whole purpos^of conferment of such powers is 
to ensure that. a litigation which is .meaningless and 
bound to prove abortive should not be permitted 
to occupy the time of the court and exercise the 
mind of the respondent.” 

Proceeding further the Court observed : 

“The Courts in exercise of the powers under the Code 
of Civil Procedure also treat any point going to the 
root of the matter such as one pertaining to juris¬ 
diction or maintainability as a preliminary point 
and enn dismiss a suit without proceeding to record 
evidence and hear elaborate arguments in the con¬ 
text cf such evidence, if the Court is satisfied that 
the action would terminate in view of the merits Of 
the preliminary point of objection. The contention 
that even if the election petition is liable to be dis¬ 
missed. ultimately it should be so dismissed only 
after recording evidence is a thoroughly miscon¬ 
ceived and untenable argument. The powers in this 
behalf are meant to be exercised to serve the pur¬ 
pose for which the, same have been conferred on 
the competent court so that the litigation comes to. 
an end at the earl'est and the concerned litigants 
are relieved of the psychological burden of the liti¬ 
gation so as to be free to follow their .ordinary pur¬ 
suits and discharge their duties. And so that they 
can adjust iheir affairs .on the footing that the liti¬ 
gation will not make demands on their time or re¬ 
sources, will not impede'theu future work, and they 
are free to undertake and fulfil other commitments.' 
Such being the posit'bn in regard to matters per- 
tainin.a to Ordinary Civil litigatioii, there is greater 
reason for taking the same view in regard' to mat¬ 
ters nertaining to elections.” 

The above view was reiterated by this Court in Bhagwati 
Prashad vs. Rajiv Gandhi > (supra) and Dhartipakar Madan 
La! A.garwal vs. Rajiv Gandhi (supra.). If an election peti¬ 
tion does not disclose cause of action, it can be dismissed 
summarily at the threshold of the , proceeding under Order 
7 Rule 11 of the Code, of Civil Procedure. If an election 
petition can be summarily rejected at the threshold of the 
proceed-ng we do not see iSny reason as to why the same 
cannot be rejected at any stage of subsequent proceeding. If 
after framing of Issues bas'o. defect in. the election petition 
nerrfsts (iabrence of cause of action) it i.s always onen to the 
contestin.a resnon-Tent to insist that the petition be rejected, 
under OrtUr 7 Ru'e II and the Court would be acting.within 
<t» jurisdiction, in considering the. ohiect'on.. Order 7 rule 11 
.floes not ptace anv restriction or liinifation on the exercise 

1. AIR 1986 S.C. 1253 

G. 1985 (4) S.CC. 78 

s, Jud.gment Today 1987 (2) 402. 
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of Court s power; it does not either expressly or by neces¬ 
sary iiiipucaiion proviae tnat power under Order 7 Rule 
11 suouid oe exercised at a particular stage only, in 

the aosciice oi any reslriCuon placed by the siaaiipry pro¬ 
vision, u is open 10 the couii to exercise that power at any 
stage. Wniie it is true the ordinarily preliminary objection 
to oe mainiainaDility of the petition on the ground of absence 
Of cauuc or action should oe raised by the respondent as 
eany as possime but if a party raises pbje^;tions after liiing 
written statement the preliminary objection can not be ig¬ 
nored. If the election petition does not disclose any cause 
of acuon, me respondent’s right to raise objection to the 
.maintainability of the petition, or the court’s power to con¬ 
sider the oDjection is not affected adversely merely because 
the Objection is raised after filing of written statement or 
framing of issues. The Court would be acting within its 
jurisdiciion in exercise of its power under Order 7 Rule 11 
in rejecting the same even after settlement of issues. 

The appellant placed reliance on the decision of Assam, 
Allahabad and Gujarat High Courts in Santi Ranjan Das 
Gnpta vs. Dasuram Mirzamal Firm,(4) Kalawati Devi vs. 
Chandra Prakash and others(5) and Devnarayan Ramsumar 
Tewari vs. State of Bombay (now Gujarat) and another(6). In 
Santi Ranjan Das Gupta vs, Dasuram Mirzamal Firm (Supra), 
plaintilFs suit for recovery of money on the basis of ac¬ 
knowledgement of liability executed in writing was filed 
before the Trial Court. The defendant resisted the suit by 
■filing a written statement and raising several legal pleas 
including a plea that there was no cau.se of action for the 
suit. The trial court on appraisal of the evidence produced 
before it decided all the issues in plaintiff’s , favour and 
decreed the suit. On apifcal before the High Court the de¬ 
fendant argued that the plaint did not disclose any cause of 
action and the trial Judge failed to frame an issue on the 
point that the plaint itself was liable to rejection as it dis¬ 
closed no cause of action. A Division Bench of the As^m 
High Court rejected the defendent’s pleas on'the ground that 
the defendant had never pleaded that the plaint did 
not di" ’ose any cause of action and it was liable to rejec¬ 
tion under Order 7 Rule 11, Civil Procedure Code. On the 
other hand, the defendant had raised 'a plea that there was 
no cause of action for the suit and that was something 
different. In coming to that conclusion the Court observed 
that a plaint may disclose a cause of action which may not 
be sufl3.cient to sustain the suit and in that event the suit 
would be liaBIe to dismissal but it could not be .said that the 
plaint’does not disclose any cause of action. The Division 
Bench decision on the Assam High Court does not. rule, that 
a plaint which does not disclose any cause of action can'ot 
be re'ce’eri under Order 7 Rule 11. CPC, after the issues 
are framed. In Kalawati Devi vs. Chandra Prakash and 
others (supra), a learned Single Judge observed that on a 
comparison of the language of Rule 10 of Order 7 and Rule 11 
it appears that the plaint is to be rejected in the circum¬ 
stances mentioned in that rule at the preliminary.stage and 
not to any other stage of the suit It was a stray ob'-ervation 
as the Teamed Judge himself observed that bis question did 
not arise directly for determinaioti, in the case. Tlri.s decision 
on the face of it does not decide the guestion. 

4. AIR 1957 Assam 49. 

5. AIR 1959 All. 37 

6. AIR 1963 Guj. 79. 

In Devnarayan Ramsumar Tewari vs. State of Bombay 
(now Gujarat) (supral; a learned Single Judge held that an 
order rejecting the plaint after the issues had been framed 
was clearly wrong. In coming to that conclusion the learned 
Judge placed reliance on Order 5 Rule 5 and Order 14 of 
Rule I, Sub rule (5) and Order 9 Rule 1, CPC. The learned 
Judge observed that under. Order 5 Rule ! when a suit Is 
instituted and the summons are issued to the defendant to 
appear and answer the claim on a day to be stated Ihercm. 
The Court rpay indicate if the summons are issued for the 
settleme'^t of issues or for the final disposal of the, suit and 
the .summons shall contained a direction accordingly. The 
learned Judge placing reliance on Order 9 Rule" 1 held that 
the nlaint cannot be reiected- after the issues are framed, 
after_ summans are sewd on the defendant, the suit can be 
dismissed but the plaint canbot be rejected. The view taken 


by the learned Single Judge is not sustainable in law, Nor- 
nally, when a suit is instituted the Court is to satisfy itself 
that the suit is maintai.,aole and ii disciused cause of aciion 
and only inereatier the court may issue summons to' the 
detenaams but merejy beacuse the summons are issued, , the 
defendants’ right to raise preliminary objection for rejection 
of the plaint o i .the ground that it -disclosed no cause of 
action is not affected. If a plaint or an election petition does 
not disclose any cause of acuo/i, it does not stand to reason 
as to why the defendant or the respondent should incur costs 
and waste public time in producing, eyideuce when the pro¬ 
ceedings Can be disposed of on. the preliminary objection, 
'fhere is basic difference between a suit and an election 
petition. A suit is initiated by a plaint, by a party against 
the defendant and generally the dispute is confined to the 
parties whereas an election petition raise.s dispute relating to 
election which affects and involves the entire constituency; 
the dispute is not confined between the parties to the peti¬ 
tion. r.,e provisions of the Civil Procedure Code as appli¬ 
cable to trial of suits have been made applicable under Sec¬ 
tion 92 to the trial of election petition as nearly as possi¬ 
ble. It is well settled that the provisions of the CPC do 
not apply in tjieir entijety to the trial Of the election peti¬ 
tion but the provisions of Order 7 Rule 11 apply to an 
eleci ion pe ion and the High Court has jurisdiction to reject 
a plaint which does not disclose any cause of action. It 
would ee n the interest of the parties to the petition and 
to the constituency and in public interest to dispose pre¬ 
liminary objection and to reject ari election petition if it 
does not disclose any cause of action. In our. Opinion, the 
High Con ‘ ac’ed wit i jurisdiction in entertoining the pre¬ 
liminary objection and rejecting the election petition. 

Before wb deal with the appellant’s second submission we 
consider it,necessary to refer to certain essential facts. The 
appellant urged that his name is- ‘hSamar Singh S/o S. B. 
Singh” while the relevant entry rehating to . him in the 
Ghaziabad Assembly Constituency at S-662, in part 71 of 388. 
falling within Ihe Parliamentary Constituency No. 79-Hapur, 
was printed as “Samay Singh S/o S. P. Singh”. .According to 
the appellant he filed his nomi-'alion paper on 27th November, 
1984 the last date prescribed for filing of the nomination 
paper under the name of “Samay Singh S/o S. P. Singh”. 
His, nomination paper was accepted by the Returning Officer 
on 28th November, 1984 and the appellant was allotted 
ssunbol of ‘Lion’ on 30th November, 1984 and his name was 
inch! e:’ m ’-,e ]j,}i of con'esting candidates showing “Samay 
Singh S/o S. P. Singh”. According to the appellant he made 
an application before the Returning Officer 'for correcting 
his name in the list of contesting candidates and also for 
issue of direction for correcting the relevant entry in the 
Electroal roil showing the. petitioner as “Samay Singh S/o 
S. B'. Singh”. The Returning Officer rejected the petitioner’s 
application by his order dated 1-12-1984. 

The appellant contended that the Returning Officer failed 
to exercise jurisdiction vested in him under Section 33(4) of 
the Act and he improperly accepted the appella^'t’s nomina¬ 
tion paper which materially affected the result of the-elec¬ 
tion. Section 33 provides for presentation of nomination 
paper and it further lays down requirement for a valid nomi¬ 
nation. Sub-section (1) of Section 33 provides that on or 
before the appointed date fixed for filing of the nomination 
paper the candidates in person or Iiis proposer may deliver 
the nomination paper to the returning officer in the prescribed 
form duly , signed by the candidate or by an elector of the 
constituency as pronoser. Rule 4 of the Conduct of Election^ 
Rules 1961 prescribes nomi-'ation Form 2-A for Elections 
to the House of People. Sub-Section (4) reads as under : 

“On the presentation of .n nomination paper, the return¬ 
ing officer shall satisfy himself ,that the naTr-e<= and 
e’e-toral rni! numbers of the candidate and his 
proposer as entered in the nomination paner are the 
same as those entered in the electpraT rolls r 

Provided that no misnomer of inaccurate description 
or clerical, technical or nrihti-g error in regard 
to the name of the cand!d-a*e or his nrono'-er or anv 
other person, o- in regard to anv nlace, menfio’-ed 
in the electoral roll dr ffie nominatio-> paner and 
no clerical, technical or printing error in regard 
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to the electoral roll numbers of any such person 
in the eli_ci,ornl roll or ihe noinniatiun caper. sha}l 
affect the fiiU operation, ol the electoral roil or 
the nomination paper with respect to such person 
Or place in any case where the description in lefiarU 
to the name of the person or place is such as to 
be comu.i,jnly anderstood; and the returning officer 
shall permit auy such misnomer or inaccurate des¬ 
cription or clerical, technical or printing error to 
he corrected and where nece;ssary, direct that 
any such misnomer, inaccurate description, cleri¬ 
cal, technical or printi g error in the elecioral roll 
or in the nomination paper shall be overlooked". 

t, 

When a nomination paper is presented to the Retui-nins 
Officer he has to satisfy himself that the name and electoral 
roll number of-the candidate and his proposer as mentioned 
in the nomination papers is the same as entered in the electoral 
roU and if he finds any discrepancy the Proviso empowers the 
rctumiifg officer to ignore and overtook any misnomer or in¬ 
accurate description, clerical technical or printing error with 
regard to the name of the candidate or his proposer or with re¬ 
gard, to place, mentioned in the electoral roll or in the nomina¬ 
tion paper. The Returning Officer is further empowered by the 
proviso to permit correction of any misnoper, inaccurate 
desanption, clerical, technical or printing error in the elec¬ 
toral roll or in the nomination paper. The proviso makes 
it amply clear that the returning officer is empowered to over¬ 
look any mis-description m the entries in the nomination 
paper and the electoral roll and he has power to grant per- 
mlssion for the correction of the relevant entries if the 
name of the candidate and his proposer as entered in the 
nomination paper differ from the entries in fne electoral roll. 
But if the name and electoral roll of the candidate and his 
proposer as entered in the nomination paper are the same us 
those entered in the electoral roll, and there is "o variation 
or diffei'ence in the two documents in that event, the returning 
Officer has no power to pet mil correction of a’^y entry cither 
in the electoral roll or in the nomintition paper, There tuay 
be occasions when due to printing error the name of a candi¬ 
date or his electoral roll r.umbcr or place is wrongly described 
in the electoral rpll, which may he different, than those 
entered in the nomination paper, !n such an event if the re¬ 
turning officer is satisfied that the corresponding entry in the 
electoral roll relates to the candidate or his proposer, he is 
authorised by the proviso to ig’’orc the inaccuracy and to 
get the same corrected. But if there is no variation between 
the entries mentioned in the nomination paper and the elec¬ 
toral roll, there would be no occasion for the returning offi¬ 
cer to e.rercisc liis power under the pvovisio to Section 33f4) 
of the Act. 

In the instant case the appellant personally presented his 
nomination paper to the returning officer on 27-11-1984. The 
returning officer examined the same and ffc found that the 
name and electoral roll number of the appellant and his 
proposer as entcrid in the nomination paper were the same 
as entered in the electoral roll. The returning officer’s atten¬ 
tion was not drawn to any inaccurate description of printmg 
error with regard to the appellant’s name and his proposer in 
the electoral roll, On the other hand, we find that (he appel¬ 
lant had given a solemn declaration on oath under clause,.^yi 
of Torm 2-A, that his name and his father’s name as men¬ 
tioned in the nomination paper was correct. The appellant 
had enclosed a receipt showing that He had deposited a sum 
of Rs. 500, as security deposit in accordance with Section 34, 
entries in that receipt also mentioned his name as “Somey 
Singh S/o S. P. Singh” The appellant had therefore himself 
represented to the returning officer that he was “Samay Singh 
S/o S. P- Singh” as mentioned in the electoral roll and the 
entries in the , nomination paper were the same as those con¬ 
tained in the electoral roll. In these circumstances the return¬ 
ing officer had no authority in law to permit correction of 
any entry either in the electoral roll or in the nomination 


paper. The returning Officer had rightly accepted the appel¬ 
lant’s nomination paper and the appellant’s grievance that 
tut re.Li mug oniccr lulled to exercise jurisdiction vested in 
him under the proviso to Section 34 is misconceived. 

On behalf of the appellant an application was made before 
the Returning Officer on 1-11-1984 for correction of the ap¬ 
pellant’s name in the list of validly nominated landidntes 
which was rejected by the returning oJlicer. Once tiominution 
paiicr wa.s accepted and on .scrutiny it was found to be valid 
and the list of contesting candidates was prepared in ac¬ 
cordance with Section 36, the returning officer had no juris¬ 
diction to make any correction therein, as neither the Act 
nor the Rules confer any such power on him. The proviso 
to Sectioni^3(4) is the only provision which authorises the 
returning officer to ignore any inaccurate description or 
printing error and empowers him to permit correction of 
entries in the nomina^on paper and electroal roll relating 
to a candidate or his proposer when the nomination paper 
is presented before him, or at the time of scrutiny only and 
that too in the circumstances specified in the proviso. Ho 
has no jurisdiction to make any correction after the scrutiny 
of nomination paper is over and the list of validity nominated 
candidates has been prepared and notified under Section 
36(8) of the Act. 

The appellant’s contention that the result of'The election 
was materially affected by improper acceptance of his nomi¬ 
nation paper is misconceive. As discussed earlier the returning 
officer committed no illegality or irregularity in accepting 
the appellant’s nomination paper consequently, the appellant’s 
nomination paper could not be held to have been accepted 
improperly. Once it is held that the appellant was properly 
nominated there could be no question of election being ma¬ 
terially affected on account, of any improper acceptance of 
appellant’s nomination paper. Since this was the only ground 
of challenge raised in the election petition, the High Court 
rightly held that the petiliop did not disclose any cause of 
action. 

The appeUant’s submission that if his correct name had 
been mentioned In the list of contesting candidafes he would 
have fair chance of success at- the election is totally mis¬ 
conceived. The appeUant’s name as declared by him was 
“Samay Singh S/o S, P. Singh” in accordance with the entry 
com '.incd in 'he electoral roll, his nomination paper was 
validly accepted and he was allotted symbol of ‘Lion’. If 
be 'v:<H renllv serious to contest Re election he could have 
done so and any discrepancy regarding his name in the ballot 
paper could not affect his chances at the election- U is a 
matter of common knowledge that the voters cast tjieir vote 
not on the basis of name of the candidate but on the basis 
of symbol allotted to him. The appellant asserted that since 
his name was not corrected in the list of contesting candidate 
he did not carry on his election propaganda, and htf lost in¬ 
terest in the election. This is quite strange logic, if< the appel- 
cnndida’e be co'ild have carried on his elec¬ 
tion campaign and persuaded the voters to cast their vote 
for the symbol of ‘Lion’ which admittedly related to him. 
The facts and circumstances available on record show that 
(he petitioner was not serionfi in contesting the election. 

In view of the above discussion we do not find any merit 
in the appeal and it is accordingly dismissed with a cost which 
we quantify Rs. 2,000, 


(E. 8. Venkataramaiah) 

New Delhi, 

July 28. 1987 


K. N. Singh) 
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